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; Subgects 1n a.stress co tlon were led to be11eve that they
had failed- an :.mportant achiev sment test while’ sabjects in a non~
~\stress.- condition were not;led to believe that- ‘they had failed. . . :
Proaectlon strategles were’ manlpulated by encouraging ‘subjects
-either to attribute the aus‘”of their poor performance to the ex— :
aminer ‘instead of to themselves ‘(blame ‘projection) ‘or to estimate
- how poorly their “friends’ would\have scored on the test had- they
“taken it and not performed ‘well . on it (sunllarlty proaectlon)

o Measures of subgectlve anx1ety, ariger, and depresslon 1nd1cated
~that.(a) the fa:_lure feedpack was effective in increasing- stress,

- (b) blame projection was" kffeetive in contrq111ng -stress, and (c)
similarity- proaectlon was%partlally effective in controlling stress.

~ The results provide ev:Ldence that blame projection can be effec~ <.
‘tive in controlling stress and also have implications'.concerning-

. the conditions: underuwhlch ithe.use of projection will and will not .
be effective'in. coping’ 'with stress. The' importance: that situations
al factors may’ have- on. tﬂeaeffectlveness of. cognltlve coplng strat
g1es ‘was emphasrzed. _(.. A T T
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" to determine’ whether or not blame progectlon i

BLAME PROJB TON '-'-‘.j.smu.ARITY &ROJECTION A

AND RBSPONSE TO PAILURE

0

Blame progectlon is. the process 1n wh1ch a person attrlbutes

‘within psychbahalytlc theory and as "misattribution" within: social

responslblllty for them, the use.of ‘this pro;ect1on is effectlve

in reducing stress,’ In fact, this type of projection’is cited as ' “j"zﬁh‘
.. ... ~one-.of the major defense mechanlsms by psychoanalytlc theorlsts ST
S .(cf Freud, 1956) R _ _

.__‘Q

. The results of the research on the stress—reduc1ng functlon Al
.-~ of "blame pro;ectlon ‘are limited and ‘mixed.., The' ong, experlment -
' stemming from ‘the’ psychoanalytlc approach failed tc to find any &vi-. -

~ dence. that blame projection is an effective strategy- ‘for: reducing™ . . .
 stress: (Blgom & Houston, 1975), . On the other hand, séveral ex- .-

: peﬁ&hents generated by attributlon theory within social. psychology
" have purported to- document the . stress—redu01ng funetion. of blame. -
".fprogectlon._ For example, it has been repgrted -that’ subjects who: -

attributed the cause'of theéir 1nsomn1a to a placebo pill went to .

noise showed. faster " ext1nct10n to-.a conditloned source- of" fear

. ‘(Loftis & Ross, 1974a; 1974b), ‘subjects who attributed- their

, _i
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*..the cause of his or her ‘feelings, behavior, or personality : charac—,fﬁff7~_;w
terlstlcs onto a-nonveridical source outside of himself or: herself., Co
. This ‘process has: been referred to:as "complementary" progectlon

1

o psychology. It has been hypothesized that because blame pro;ec—'?~:*1}-”?;
" . tion prov1des an explanation. for the ‘person's: feellngs, behav1or, B
‘or personality. characteristics, and/or relieves .the person of ¢

';sleep faster than when they had no pill on which-to: progect (Storms'
& lebett,.l970), subgects who attributed their- arousal to white

arousal to a gas they were breathlng reported feellng less anxi ty'

- .while viewing-a stressful film (Girodo; 1973);: and’ subgects ‘wh
- labeled: their, fear or guilt as drug—lndﬁeed sympathetlc arousa!’/
_.subsequently- tolerated ‘higher levels- of” shock (Nisbett & Schaaﬁtar,v_j‘s
:1966) ‘or cheated more:.on-a college aptitude’ test (ﬁlenstbler & o
:+"Munter, 1971). "Unforts
¢ méthodological ‘problems’ which make their support for-the defensive -
- function of blame projection equlvocal (cf. Galv t-Boyanowsky &.

“ely, however, thege stud:.es suffer from"

‘Leventhal, 1975) For example, most used no- ma ipulation’ checks
fact occurred,
many were ‘based entirely on indirect or infere tial. measures of -
‘stress, and. several, hdave either’ falled to rep icate (cf. Kellogg
& Baron, 1975) or have -had theiy results' exp 1ned by ‘more con- -

Wvincing and parsimonious alternate hypothese (cf Calvert—Boyanow—.

.sky & Leventhal, 1975). ‘ALl in all, the. re earch stemming -from .

attrlbutlon theory does not prov1de a clea or - conslstenttanswer :

~
RV

.. » ’




A f;crepancy between theory and research a the former suggestrng that

- blame’ proJectlon 'will reduce’ stress but "the latter -providing. only
-weak -or- inconclusive -evidence: that it actually does.. ‘Although it
"% possible that the theoretical . orientations. suggestlng that. R
,'jbléme projection will reduce stress are s1mp1y in error,- an. a1 er- " -
'”nate-explanatlon 4s that the experimental designs. employed o
previous research have not consistently: provided an approprlate';;?/-'*J'
‘I context: for ‘blame progéctlon.to -exért a defensive effect’, That f&
r\isy | blame projection may be effective din- reduc1ng stress only".
“J.f’,der certain condltlons, .and. to: date these condltlons have not "
~-been .expérimentally . induced. The purpose -of the present ‘study" is.
“q ‘asses§; the stress—reduc1ng effectiveness’ of blame:projection .= /.
‘a si; tional conteéxt which’ hopefully maximizes the. like ihood.
at- projection: ‘will be effective. On ‘the: basis of the vary1ng
degrees’/of reported effectlveness of blame- proJectlon in prev1ous
r sear_h,,three 31tuatlona1 ‘e ndltlons/were deenied advantageous ‘
and-hence were 1ncorporated into. therpresent exper1menta1 des1gn.
' First, the’adtual ‘cause of the subject'sarousal should be ambi~
o gllous and/or diffuse as. opposed to .clear and/or specific’ (for‘,?“-
t
t
a
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".example,. poor performance on & test versus an electric shock) so:
-,ﬁat there is ample room for the subgect to ‘overlook or distort -
e actual’ cause.. Second, +the source which’ the subJect uses to -
dount” for his. feelings: of arousal should be less aversive than

. -f?the true source (for.example, :a person with feellngs of failure-

'y project more effectlvely ‘onto~“an: rnept examiner ‘as opposed to

“~:f+avthreaten1ng ‘examiner) so’that there is.a _stress-reducing advan~-. ;"4T;¥4

tage. to changing the. percelved ‘source ‘of ‘arousal. . Third, pro-

". jection .should be used before . the: subject is highly aroused or -
fdlstressed because it-is probably easier: to prevent or short—, .
‘circuit stress than it is to try’ to eliminate-stress once it has v

'-?been generated.‘ It is 1mportant,to note that the present experi-~ = .-
“ment wWas’ designed not to direétly test: the necessity of the con- -

‘fpdltlons des'cribed- above, ‘but instead: to employ them to create op- '

“y'tunalocondltlons under whlch to 1nvest1gate blame prdJectlon.{;

Ry In addltlon to examzning the 1nf1uence of. blame progectlon

' .on stress reduction, attentlon was also. glven 6 the influence - ,
. of similarity .projection in reducing stregs.. Sunllarlty projec-
'~ tion is the process. Dby whlch an\1nd1v1dua1 attributes to other

. . .persons behav1ors or personality characterlstlcs wh1ch are®simi-

. lar to' his -own. Tor.. ‘example, a gtudent who fails an- important -

N
- test may find consolatlon by- progectlng a similar outcome onto

| “-;;several of h1s frlends, assert1ng that they they too would

\-:’f"-‘v
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falled the test had they taken 1t.~ Althéﬁgh a substantlal.amount

3F,v ~ jection: (cf ‘Holmes, 1968), relatively few .experiments have been '

carrled out to answer the question: of whether similarity projec- a

‘g;w',hv,; tion'reduces: Stress, and the work which 'has Been done (Bemmett &

. falled to provide. the conditions under ‘which progectlon 1ig most
“’;- 11kely.to exert a’ stress—reduclng effect. A -second purpose of the
o present expernnent was therefore to-explore the stress-reduclng
.. function: of snnllarlty pr03ect10n under the condltlons descrlbed
above.. : . . S - B

Cope e In order to provlde a relatlvely amblguous and thereforef‘°_
'/“f;‘“_;"j{. eas1ly prOJectable source of aronsal, subjects in the. present ex-
#2700 periment either were (stress condition) or were not (nonstress
cond1t10n) given feedback which indicated that they had failed a’
cLT ‘test of intelligence and college achievement.’ Before being' dis-
R [7{; tressed by 'this feedback, one :third of the subJects were encour *
) ‘ 'f aged to blame the:' examiner for. themr poor performance. (blame pro-
Jectlon condition), another third- were encouraged to:entertain .

“the idea that their friends mlght’perform poorly. on such & test -
R (31m11ar1ty projection condition), and the remaining- subJects were
N ,.f not. given any-instructions: regarding blame or similarity projec-.
. J7.1 < ‘tion (mo.projection.condition).  The influence of the projection

‘strategies was measured: by self-report 1nd1ces of three spec1f1c
affects (anx1ety, anger, and depress1on) : o

of research:suggests that people do in fact employ similarity, pro—'.m‘

; HoImes, 1975; Holmes & Houston, 1971; Stevens & Reitz, 1970; Zemore gwf””
: /' & ‘Greenough, ‘Note 12 has" produced mixed results, frequently within
_/a'g “the same experlment.v Again; it mdy be that. ‘previous.. research- has .;f




7\ . ”.75 ' an 7"_»‘ -

SubJects and Deslgn
h The subgects in th1s experlment were - 108’ female. students from
1ntroductory psychology classes at the Unlverslty of Kansas. They:

]

" were randomly assigned in equal ‘numbers to the six conditions .v:7~f

formed by the 2 (stress, nonstress) by 3 (no’ projectlon, blame
proaectlon, s1m11ar1ty prOJectlon) factorlal de81gn.: :
Procedures o
, When the subgect arrlved at the 1aboratory, she.was" told that
*-the. ‘éxperiment was concerned with the relatlonshlp between emotion®
and performance on cognitive tests, and was then taken to an ad-
. joining room and seated at a table. - After the experimenter seated
1\ the subgect he "informed her that the instructions for the experi-
AW ", ment would be. given to her via‘ tape récorder. - He . then left. the .
experlmental room' and .returned to the control room where he started-
.- “the tape recorder which gave the ‘instructions ‘for each of the six"
?écondltlons. ‘Except for the specific stress and projection manipu-
latlons, the* instructions for. eéach of the six condltlons were iden-
t1cal. For ease of presentatlon, ‘therefore, only the stress-no -
projection condition will be presented in’ detail, followed by a .

“ el

d1t10n and each of the other f1ve condltlons..-

\ 3

Stress-No Progectlon Condltlon :' ' - _.'it

he 1nstruct10ns in this condltlon first asked the SUbJeCt to
. relax and “then to fill-out-several forms which consisted of (a)
‘the State Anxiety Inventory’ (SAL;, Spielberger, -Gorsuch, & Luschene,
1970), (b) half of ‘the items'(randomly selected) frog the Hostility

- -man, Lubin; Vogel, & Valerius, 1964), and (¢) half of the items

““ject's responses to these forms'were used as measures of her base -
level. of subjective anxiety, anger, and depresslon, respectively.
Kfter the subject completed these forms, she was glven a brief

ieating her agreement to- paﬁt1c1pate 1n "the ‘study., After the .
subJect slgned the. Consent Form,.the instructions exp&alned that-
~ In this PaE\tOf the experunent you will ‘be. taklng a spec1a1
~ - .achievemen
- ment Test. It 1s an 1mportant test because it has been found

‘description of the experiment and was dsked to sign’a Consent Form

.

descrlptlon of the d1fferences in the procedures: between thls con~ wf

. Scale of the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List (MAACL; Zucker-:-,J

. (randomly selected) from the.Depression Scale of MAACL.  The sub=' -

est which is called ‘the Advanced College Ach1eve~"




. _\ - A Fl i ‘ - " t; X 6 *
,';p,ﬂ{ to be hlghly predlctIVe of 1nte111gence and success “in- upper- ?' ’

e -level college: courses...r.~.? In a few mlnutes I am- golng to-
ST askyou -to take the: test and 'sign your name to-it. My’ assis-;
: -~ tant will® then score ‘the test for you and,shew.you the .resultsi

EVRARE TS & = w1ll ‘theti: be put” into- your Conﬁ;dentlal Record and: returned ,._5

s+t to.your college office.  In the future we will then be able . -
S0t focompare how well you aidon’ “the test to how well other

o !f;},students in yourlelass did. on the test) and— _+""+ hopefilly
Coee oot yourr lts will -help your advisors to more.. accurately est1- .
- s ~-,mate llkellhOOd of. futdr eollege success. S

e

ST T The-exper;menter then entered the room and showed each_subq
e gect a sample item ‘from the Advanced College Achievement Test .
‘ S (actually the' Remote Associates Test; Mednick, 1962) to prov1de her
“with information: concerning the nature of the test. He then pro- ;
s . . vided the subject: with'a form whlch asked her to estimate how well
-~ - . she expected ‘to do on'the test. After the subject had finished -
writing her estimate, the experimenter picked up the’sheet and
.+ " 'returned to, the control ;room where he started*theﬁtape recorder..’
e L ~ The’ 1n$tructlons ‘then 1nformed the subJect ‘that she would have 12
e mimites to take the test ‘and that she should work as rapidly as. .

she could. The experlmenter then: entered the room-and gave the i
subJect the test. ‘At 5y 4, 2, 1,.and’} minutes before the.end. of
.the test the experlmenter'announced tothe subject’ how much- time
she had left. Whenwthe testlng perlod‘ﬂas completed ‘the. experl-f

: s1bly to’ score the test.-

o - After the expgtlmenter had presumablyescored the test, he S
U returned to the, experimental room and gave—the subject an ‘official~ -
T - 1goking form'on which was .reported’ her percentile store’on-the. = -,
e .. Fgr this condition the fbedback indicated that she had ob- .
¢ ~-tdined a) percentlle score which was 55%- -0f -the. percentlle score g
. she had t}mated she would ach1eve on' thé test.__ : '
‘sc‘ The subgect was ‘next asked to complete the MAACL to assess oo
‘her postfeedback: . level of sub3ect1ve stress. The MAACL is com- .
posed of the Affect Adjective Chegk List. (AACL), Hostility Affect
Check List (HACL), and Depression Affect Check List (DACL) and * = °
‘p?ov1des ‘state measures.of subaectlve anxiety,’ anger, and depres~
o sion;, respectively, As with the base level measures;.. only'half A
SR o of'§~ items (randomly selected) from the HACL and ‘DACL were ir-
S ‘cludeds ‘After the, subject completed the MAACL, the experimentexr .
;__entered the room and interviewed her concerning her perceptlon ‘

*”eﬁﬁing the: nature. of the experlﬁent, asked Rot ‘to d1scuss the’

._ekperlment. 'The subject ‘was - then thoroughly-debrlefed o j‘ e



Y
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;fexperlment w1th other students,_andrdlsmlssed ;_:;;i;;;;1

' In order to assessthe - exam1ner s effect the subgect was asked

S A

~'Stress—Blame Prolectlon Condutlon 3.- ‘ "r“:'.': j’jffli ']' . ,f_;

>

R The procedures for. the stress-blame progectlon conﬂltlnn were'J D e
' ."the same as those in.the. stress-no projection condition except . = .°. '
" that -immediately- beforeuthe subgect received the negatrve feedbacxh’- I

. the 1nstruct10ns explalned that: © . . e _ o

Q

i

:Examlners or people who. actually adm1n1ster tests of 1nte111—'5 .
» - gence and .coliege- aphlevement-have been--shown to be able tc - ¢ T
affect. how people taking ‘these tests perform. This effect .
‘can be either. positive or negative, dependlng on the mood and”
behdavior of the examiner. I am 1nterested in knowing what
effect - the’ éxaminer can have on pe0ple s performance  on. this:
particular test. Knowing how he can’ affect. your performance
- "will help us ‘determine hew ifipertant his effect can be and
also-how to better eyaluate your. responses. »

"SL'- T

ot
% - Ve

to,(a) 1list all”of the’ things: the exam1ne9 .did "which cbuld have
caused you or-anyone else to do poorly on the test," (b) rate on
.scales from 1:to 10 the extent to/which the examlner ‘made her feel’

 nervous and anxioys, and.(c) seléct from a list of 14 adjectives

~(takeh from the Hostility Scale/of the MAACL) those which best
described the examiner. - These procedures were aimed at encour~ L
‘aging the subgeet to use causal projection and'hence to suhse—c=

- .quently attribute her.poor performance to the- experlmenter. Al

the subgect completed the flnal check11st, ‘the experlmenter pic d 3
up- the sheets and returned/to the control room. The procedures '

. then continued exactly as’ they d1d in the stress-no progectlon '
cond1t10n._ ) A /,. R L, '

' va ]
Stress—S1m11ar1ty Pro;ectlon Condltlon

.- The procedures for the stress-s1mllar1ty progectlon cond1t10n '
‘were the same as those in“the stress-mno projection condition -with®

v two except;ons. garst, prior to' beglnn1ng the tape recorded in-

B

“structiond, - the experimenter asked the subgeet to write down the -
first names and last initials.of three female friends whom the .
“subject knew wei He simply told thg:subject that these names
‘would be used later in the, experimen’ Second, immediately after . -
the subject had taken the test but beT®re she had received the: .
negative feedback, the instructions asked the subject to est1matef~
-~how pgorly/each of her three friends would have pexformed on the -
test if they had taken it.and not scored well on it. 7 The subgect-

. .was told that such 1nformat10n was pars of an effort "to get 1n— .

/ . " e . vz 5 . '.',: ‘ . _!.')

“ ' /. R g Vo i 8| . . . .‘ | . -




” .

e ;__formatlon about ar ],arger number of people_than thosevwhoractually_
w7 take.the test." 'This. procedure was-aimed at pkoviding the subject - . _
(% with an opportunity to project failure onto her three friends. i
. After the subject made her estlmatlons, the. experlmenter returned . -
“to the experimental room. and plcked up the sheet. From this p01nt.'T
_ayoﬁ the 1nstruct10ns were the same as they were in the stress-no o o
. progectlon condltlon. . e - - o L e

‘ . e . \ . .\' . “. LY

' @.’wi9ﬁﬁﬂNonstress Condltlons . f'"; R ‘ blr.~

S The procedures for; the three nonstress cond1t10ns_(nonstress— :

' e fno proaectlon, nonstress-blame progectlon, rongtress-similarity .. =~ "
RN proaectlon) were identical to those in the three. corresponding . R
0. stress conditions; (e.g.y procedures in the nonstress-no pro;ectlon‘"
“. condition were identical to those-in _the. étress-no prOJectldn con-"~

" .dition) except ‘that a subject in a nonstress.condition.was not. '
- told that she was.taking an 1mportant ‘test nor did she receive any: Co
feedback concerning her performance on.the test. -Instead; each e
~sub3ect in these conditions were. 1nrt1ally told that, "We are not ‘
- terested in hew you performon “this test. - In fact,'we do not- o
...want you to. slgnkyour name to:'the- test nor will the test ever be R
v+ =« -.graded. We are solely: interested in Ttesting out the test.™ ™. . .- \
™+ 0 With this exception, procedures in the: correspondlng stress and . ' b
' nonstress condltlms were 1dent1cal. .

°°

~ L

Results%nd D1scuss10n e S
Lo ~- I
I Subgective anxlety, anger, and depreSS1on were . measured by S
- the AACL or SAL, HACL, ‘and DACL, respectively, for two periods:
O "~ the baseline perlod and the postfeedback period ‘after subjects did
i . or did not receive ‘the negative feedback. In'order to rule out
R . the’ posslble influence of basal levels on the magnltude of respon-
SRR . - ses given in later ,periods (i.e., the "law ,of initial values"; - . . °:
L - . Lacey, 1956; Wilder, 1962), a base-free measure of change was dé-
... :. girable. (Bengamln, 1967; Tucker, Damarin, & Messick, 1966). There=

., . . .. fore "residualized" scores (¢f. Cronbach & Furby .1966) were cal-

o ' ‘culated for.the self-report data cobtained duriifg the postfeedback
R N perlod Each residualized score. consisted of the difference’ be- ,t_
C e ' ‘tweeri a score obtained during the. postfeedback'perlod,and the

L O scdgz predlcted by linear regreSS1on from,the respective baseline

: ~ scores. All subsequent analyses’ reported onthe AACL, HACL, and

ST 'DACL data werescarried out on residualized scores.

}':? ;, W .r‘.Effect of Stress Manlpulatlon S ".. g o :K‘- .;,.- ,.’:. ' Vl."“ o

It was predlcted that subJects who had been led to bélleve

J . B . . ‘ . ° . . . . . ’ . ) - )
Tl . . i . .. . . : A . . ' . N o - .
- . ! . L Lo . St ) e e . . A di
- N ) . . - Lo e . °
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that they -had done poorly on an' important test.would report feeling . = -
: rmOre*stress*than%wouldjsubjectsmWhO-ha§4not~beenﬂled>to¢bélieVe-¥-f~i«_Lﬁ¥:_ -
- . that they had done poorly. .Consistent with this prediction, sig- .. <~
.- nificant main effects for stress were generated by the 2 (stress) . T
e . - X 3 (projection conditions’) analyses of variance performed-on the ‘
o subjective anxiety, anger, and depression data, Is £1,1102) = 8,88,
' ' 6.12, and 7.18, respectively, p <.02 in each’case. e .

LY

Effeét-of‘Préjectionlin Cdﬁtfoliihgfstress ‘

vt © . It was predicted that subjects who were given the opportunity
S "to project would évidente lesg stress than subjects who were not
 given the opportupity to project. The 2 -(stress) X 3 (projeation .. : :
IR :.condi;ions) analyses Jf -variance yhich were carried out on the - )
SRR ©'. AACL, -HACL, and DAGL scores indicated significant main effects for =

L}

o proaection‘cpnditions5-E§3(2,:102)"= 3.28, 4.94, and 5.59, respec~ " -
L _tively, ps = .042; .009, and 005, but.did riot indicate signifi-
cant projection conditions by stress interactions. Planped com- .
. parisons were next conducted on the projection condition means and
- ..’revealed that subjects in the bl3me projection. condition -feeling -
. . ‘significantly less-anxiety (X = 1 .99), anger (X = 16.61), and o
: : depression (X = 6.22) than-subjects in the no projection conditim R
. (Xs = 15.25,18.69, and 8.29, re pectively), ts (102)-.= 2.55, 2.69, -
~‘and 3,19, p- & .02 ‘in .each.case (all t values. are two-tailed).. . -
 "These comparisons indicate that blame projection was an effective
U7 . strategy for-controlling stress.  Further planned comparisons’ in-
o volving' the similarity projectien condition.means indicated-that . . .
-~ . * although subjects who.employed similarity projection reported feel- - -4
- ing less anger (X = 16.56) than did no.projection‘subjects, t (102) =
7 2.75, p.< -0, they-did not report feeling less gnxiety (X = 16.56) =
_or depression (X = 7.82), £s (102) = 1.53 and .73, ns. These re- ‘- -

"sults siggest that similarity projection was partially effective in

_ . -. controlling stress, aiding subjects ‘to significantly reduce their _ AP D
. ”".feelings;bf gnger}but_not'their feelings of‘anxiety“or_depressicn.’ '

" .- In order to- compare the effectiveness of the two projection
- .manipulations, planned comparisons-were conducted on the blame .
' projection and similarity projection:condition means. These com-
- parisons revealed that blame projection was significantly more
- - effective in controlling subjects' feelings: of depression, 't (102) S
.2 2.96, p < .02, but that the two strategies did not differ in .- = .o
_their effectiveness' for -controlling subjects' feelings of anxiety - o
and anger, ts (102) = 1.02 and .0l, ns. ‘These results. indicate
" that in the present experiment, blame projection was somewhat .
j on in’controlling stress.

~ more effictive than was similarity projection _
. However, it is-important to point out that ‘this finding
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"lar1ty progectlon man;pulatlon, or ‘that . the. experimental condi-

S The results of the present experxment clearly and con31stently
; 1nd1cated that the use of blame projection prior to -the onset of:

IS '_:101_

does not necessarlly mean . that blame projectlon is - 1nherently a:’ “ﬁfvllﬁjligii;;
more effective coping: strategy, the results may instead indicaté N

‘that the blame projection. manlpulatlon ‘was. stronger than=~ thé,s1m1—_ o

‘tionwmwere moxe favarable to the successful use of the blame pro-”“- o,

'_Jectlon strategy. T _ . o Co e

‘ .
. . o L . . . * L. et N
4 - - - - RS . TR . Lo~

Conclu81ons and I@Qllcatlons

¢
‘

.a threat to self-esteem (viz,, failing an. important test) was - > _J- L

"though they do not address the v 11d1ty

. --aversive than the veridic

fgj for [such experlmentatlon ‘seems ‘great because of the unfortunate

' seéms surprising in view. of the large body of research irn.the gen-

'iﬂ“:of s1tuatlona1 factors (e g+s M1schel, l969)

_projection was faund to be partially effective. in reducing stress; =

<y

S

effective in controlllng.stress. These findings give’ general -~ . .77 T
support to the well-established theoretical positions.which have .~ * . '~ -~ =
“proffered the’ stress-reduclng effectivenesy of’ blame projection, e L e

¢ ny partlcular theory. v S

Perhaps ‘more 1mportantly, the re ults of the present experl- : :,.JQ;-.JL-f
ment have interesting. 1mplicatlons concerning the . -conditions under (R

-, which the use of blame projection will be effective. . More Sp801— o R et

‘f1cally, the results suggest that an amblguous or. non-spec1f1c ,
- veridical source of arous;?p a-nonveridical source which is less
source, and the introduction of pro- - _ o
jection while. the individual isat a’ relat1vely ‘Low .level of. e oy
arousal are suffmclent and may be | necessary conditions for the” ™ o
successful use of blame projectioirs ~The theoretital explanatioms JE A
as to'why these factors may be dimportant, however,: are at this. L
-point untested and must await further experimentation. The peed - " = .

lack of data concerning the situational contexts in ‘which various L
coping strategles are most likely to be effective. This deficit S .ﬂ'.'

eral personality area which consistently underscores the 1mportance,

) The results regardlng sunllarlty progectlon were less strong 'd:;.*~#°
than -those regarding blame projection. Spec1f1cally, similarity =

controlling feelings: of’ anger but not feelings of anxlety or de-. . oot
pression.- The reason for this 1ncons1stency in the effectiveness ' - SRR
of similari proaectlon is. hot clear, though it is 1nterest1ng to I (f
note. thdt prev1ous research (Bennett & Holmes, 1975) 'has-also re- - . o '
‘ported inconsistent results. concerning similarity projection's: v e
effectiveness in reduc1ng stress. It is possible that the situa- .
‘tional factors which are necessary- “for -the ‘effective use .of gimi~ -
lar1ty progectlon are different from ‘those. wh1ch are necessary for_
‘ S, e . :.
- [ 2
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_ the effectlve use of blame progectlon and whlch were prov1&ed in
-~ the present exper:unent. "Moxe research, is bbviously.needed:to an-
- “swex, the questiohs of whetlier- and when s:.mﬂarity pro;)ebtlon may
be" eﬁfect:.ve in controlllng S‘tz-ess. I R R
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a0 Y It might be noted thu¢ physxologlcai Lndlces (pulse rateuand

°

R 3 fmger pulse, volume) were also, obtained dur:mg thls ~experiment-but .

-»they were .not found to’ be sensitive to th stress. .mafiipulation. -

-~ A review of the literature indicated, hbwever, that these flndlngs

" 'were con31stgnt W1th.prev1ousmresearch 1n61cat1ng ‘that complex

emotional statés in¥olving depression, such as. generated here, may "

not be aséoc1ated with increases in autonomla arousal (Gatchel &

o “J;Proctor, ‘19765 Sternbach, 1961) »in View of these other results,,:'j
. - - the fact that the phy31olog1cal 1nd1ces were not senaltkye should .

not- be a matter of concern.
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